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groups' petition by October 31, 2015. On that date, EPA proposeds to ban all remaining uses of 

the chemical, citing peer-reviewed toxicological, animal and epidemiological studies as well as 

EPA's own modeling. One study reviewed by EPA6 was performed by Columbia University 

scientists. The Columbia study compared the neurodevelopment of children born to mothers 

who were exposed to chlorpyrifos before indoor uses of the chemical were banned to that of 

children who were not exposed to it in utero. This study found that "even low to moderate levels 

of exposure to the insecticide chlorpyrifos during pregnancy may lead to long-term, potentially 

irreversible changes in the brain structure of the child." 

The EPA then spent an additional year under a March 31, 2016 court-ordered deadline to 

finalize action on the petition, incorporating comments on and further review of its 2015 

proposal, including feedback received from its own Scientitic Advisory Panel which had 

recommended a change to EPA's methodology. EPA's revised analysis, which was published in 

November 20167, concluded that "chlorpyrifos on most individual food crops exceed the 

"reasonable certainty of no harm" safety standard under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 

Act (FFDCA). In addition, the majority of estimated drinking water exposures from currently 

registered uses, including water exposures from non-food uses, continue to exceed safe levels 

even taking into account more refined drinking water exposures." 

On Wednesday, EPA announced that it has reversed its earlier scientific and legal finding 

that chlorpyrifos was unsate and should be banned, instead acting to deny the petition for the ban 

and stating that it would resolve the matter by 2022. I'm troubled by EPA's apparent dismissal 

of the extensive analysis undertaken previously by EPA scientists without providing any new 

scientific analysis to support this decision. The previous finding to ban chlorpyrifos was based 

on extensive data, models and research developed by industry, government and academic 

scientists. Absent such justitication, this decision to lift the proposed ban could undermine the 

trust the public has in the agency to keep its food, water and air safe. That is particularly true 

since a clear and compelling scicntitic and legal basis for reversing the decision is absent from 

the materials EPA released on Wednesday as well as from the Agency's extensive public record. 

So that I can review the basis for the decision, I ask that by close of business on Friday 

April 28, 2017. you provide me with a copy of all documents (including but not limited to 

emails, legal and other memoranda, drafts of legal or regulatory decisions or orders, white 

papers, scientific references, letters, telephone logs, meeting minutes and calendars, slides and 

presentations) sent or received by EPA (including documents sent or received by members of 

EPA's beach-head and transition teams) since November 9, 2016 that are related to EPA's 

response to the PANNA/NRDC petition to ban all remaining uses of chlorpyrifos. 
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Thank you very much for your attention to this important matter. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please have your staff contact Michal Freedhoff of my staff at 202-224-
8832. 

With best personal regards, I am, 

ED_001338_00018722-00003 

Sincerely yours, 

Tom Carper 
Ranking Member 
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